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Background &
Study Purpose

In January 2024, Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) updated Regulation COG-RA, which governs the use of Personal Mobile Devices
(PMDs) capable of transmitting voice, video, or text data within schools and on school property. All schools were mandated to review
Regulation COG-RA, develop or revise their specific guidelines, and share the school-level rules with their communities. This report examines
the application of local school PMD guidelines as perceived by teachers, students, and families. It summarizes the feedback collected from
instructional staff, students, and families about the school-level implementation of Regulation COG-RA.

Methods

Key Findings

Utilizing a mixed-methods approach, feedback was collected from staff, students, and families regarding Regulation COG-RA and school-level
PMD guidelines through surveys and document analyses. The focus was on awareness of PMD guidelines, practices that support them, and
observable changes within the school community. Additionally, the study examined strategies employed by ten schools implementing the Away
All Day initiative. Online surveys were distributed to all instructional staff, students, and families in pilot schools (November-December, 2024).
For non-pilot schools, stratified random sampling invited 20% of instructional staff, 10% of middle/high school students, and 10% of families.

Most instructional staff (59–93%) reported learning about their local school PMD guidelines through staff meetings. Over 80% of middle
and high school students identified teachers as their primary source of information, while at least one-third also cited principals, school
emails, and family communications. Families reported receiving information primarily through school emails, with Back-to-School Night and
school newsletters also serving as important communication channels.
Familiarity with PMD guidelines was highest among staff at middle and pilot schools, with 75%–77% reporting they were very familiar with
the rules.
Across school levels, staff identified the most commonly brought PMDs as mobile phones, earbuds/headphones, and smartwatches—
consistent with feedback from students and families.
Mobile phone management practices varied by school level. Elementary schools generally did not need to enforce no-phone rules since
students typically did not bring phones, while middle and high schools allowed phone usage with many students either storing phones in
lockers or keeping them on their person, but required phones to be off and out of sight throughout the day.
Guidelines for managing devices other than mobile phones (such as smartwatches) were often unclear. Approximately one-fifth of staff and
students, and nearly half of elementary and middle school families, expressed uncertainty regarding rules for devices beyond mobile
phones.
Reported consequences for violating PMD rules were consistent across schools, with verbal warnings as the most frequent initial response,
followed by parent notifications and device confiscation for repeated violations. The majority of staff reported enforcement challenges,
particularly at the high school level, highlighting ongoing issues with student non-compliance (83%), distractions (81%), and power
struggles (69%).
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Through open-ended responses, staff elaborated on inconsistent enforcement of PMD policies, limited administrative support, disruptive
student behavior, and distractions caused by school-issued devices and parents texting their children. Equity and accessibility challenges also
emerged, as some students rely on PMDs for legitimate needs, complicating strict enforcement of the rules.
Overall, instructional staff reported that implementing their local school PMD guidelines and associated restrictions on mobile phone usage led
to enhanced student engagement, increased task completion, and more face-to-face interactions. This also resulted in a reported decline in
unauthorized phone use and cyberbullying, especially in middle and pilot schools.
Away All Day: The implementation plans focused on shared practices to minimize mobile phone distractions by setting clear goals,
establishing rules and consequences, organizing logistics for phone storage, and employing multi-channel communication strategies to
maintain a phone-free environment. School-specific practices included an emphasis on mental health, a mobile phone pledge, student
participation in policy-making, tiered consequences, and the use of Yondr pouches for phone security. Feedback from pilot school staff
indicated improved student focus and engagement despite challenges such as student resistance, limited administrative backing, and
inconsistent enforcement among staff.
While students reported increased academic engagement and fewer disruptions, they also expressed frustration over phone usage restrictions
that curtailed social interactions during breaks and increased stress from disconnection.
Perceptions of local school PMD guidelines varied by school level. In high schools, most staff felt the rules were too lenient, whereas students
and families generally considered them appropriate. Pilot schools showed higher agreement among staff, students, and families, with the
majority feeling the rules were just right.
The majority of staff (92–98%) and families (83–88%) supported a mobile phone ban for elementary students during the school day, with even
stronger support for a full ban in all classes (95–100% staff, 86–99% families). In middle schools, nearly all supported a school-day ban (98%
staff, 88% families, 92% students) or a full ban in all classes (95–100% staff, 87% families, 86–92% students). Support for a school-day ban in
high school was lower (73–84% staff, 75% families, 24% middle school students, 10% high school students), but support for a full ban in all
classes was strong among staff (85–93%) and families (75–86%), though not among middle school (49%) or high school (42%) students.

The implementation of local school PMD guidelines is beginning to improve student engagement and reduce distractions, especially in middle
and pilot schools. However, challenges remain, particularly at the high school level, due to student resistance and inconsistent enforcement.
Awareness of these guidelines varies among staff, students, and families, with many uncertain about rules for non-phone devices. To enhance
effectiveness, local PMD guidelines must be comprehensive enough to address challenges while fitting each school’s context and being easy to
implement. Incorporating student perspectives and ensuring access to updated school devices and instructional materials is crucial. Careful
planning involving staff, students, and families is essential to ensure clarity, consistency, and strong support. This approach would foster clearer
understanding, equip staff with necessary resources, and support a smoother transition to a PMD-free school day for students.



BackgroundRegulation COG-RA was last updated in January 2024 (MCPS, 2024a). Under the updated regulation, students are permitted to have personal mobile
devices (PMDs) on school grounds and at school-sponsored events. PMDs include any device not issued by MCPS that can be used to send or receive
audio, video, or text messages. The PMD regulation applies to personal mobile phones, tablets, video games, earbuds, AirPods, Bluetooth-connected
headphones, smartwatches, fitness trackers, and other internet-connected devices. However, independent use of PMDs is restricted to after the Student
day (MCPS, 2024a; 2022c). Student day begins when students arrive and ends at the time of dismissal. It also includes the instructional times for students
attending extended-day and extended-year instructional programs.

Goal  of  Regulation COG-RA   Components

Program Description

To establish procedures for possession and use of
personal mobile devices (PMDs) by students who
are on Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS)
property or engaged in MCPS-sponsored activities.

Specifies how COG-RA aligns with computer, electronic information,
and network security guidelines that are specified in MCPS Regulation
IGTRA  Responsibilities for Computer Systems, Electronic Information,
and Network Security.

Allows exceptions for school-time use that allow for student learning
accommodations and differentiated use based on the grade level of the
student and student needs.

Uses an expanded range of modern personal mobile technologies
(e.g., smart watches, phones, E-readers). 

The revised regulation provides detailed guidelines and protocols for students
using PMDs on MCPS property or during MCPS-sponsored activities (MCPS, 2024;
2022c). The updated COG-RA:
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Regulation COG-RA Personal Mobile Devices 

Clarifies how students and staff should utilize PMDs during
standardized assessments and testing, as outlined in Regulation ILARA,
which focuses on assessments with security and reporting
requirements.



In light of the revised Regulation COG-RA, school leaders were tasked with updating or creating local PMD rules and guidelines suited to their
specific school levels while aligned to the overall Regulation COG-RA guidelines. Principals were responsible for communicating local school
PMD guidelines to their respective school communities, including staff, students, and families (MCPS 2024a/b). Additionally, a memo to schools
emphasized the importance of implementing a universal approach to the use of PMDs in order to maintain consistency both within and among
schools (MCPS 2024a/b). Notably, PMDs must be turned off and must be out of sight when not permitted. Below is an overview of Regulation
COG-RA. 

All  SchoolsRegulat ion  COG-RA Guidel ines  by  School
Level

While Regulation COG-RA focuses on guidelines established by MCPS
related to PMDs, there are also restrictions from MSDE related to the use
of PMDs, particularly as it related to standardized testing, with
exemptions under MCPS Regulation ILARA. 
Students with special needs, learning differences, or disabilities—such as
those with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) or a 504 Plan—are
permitted to use PMDs when these devices help accommodate or support
their specific needs.
The principal, in collaboration with school staff, may also approve the use
of a PMD for students without an IEP or 504 Plan, unless such use is
restricted by Regulation ILA-RA.

Program Description

Shared Accountability  March 2025 4

Elementary School: Personal mobile devices (PMDs) are permitted before or
after school hours, but not during instructional periods, lunch, or transition
times.

Middle School: PMDs may be used before and after the student day. PMDs are
not permitted for use between classes/during transitional time. Instructional
use may be permitted at the teacher’s discretion. Use during lunch periods may
be permitted at the principal’s discretion, in collaboration with the school
leadership team.

High School: PMDs may be used before and after the student day and during
the student lunch periods. PMD use during instructional use may be permitted
at the teacher’s discretion. PMD use between classes/during transitional time
may be permitted at the principal’s discretion, in collaboration with the school
leadership team. 

Overv iew of  Regulat ion COG-RA

Accommodations for Students with Special Needs



Background

Purpose of  Away Al l  Day  Init iat ive Components  of  the Away Al l  Day  Init iat ive

Program Description

To explore structures and processes for implementing
COG-RA and provide opportunities for schools to expand
the regulation to include mobile phone-free environments.
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Away All Day Initiative

Across the ten schools, specific exceptions aligned with Regulation
COG-RA include:

Health Needs: For instance, monitoring insulin levels.
Accommodations: For students requiring learning support, such
as communication aids.
Special Circumstances: For example, teenage parents needing
to stay in touch with family.
Principals may permit the use of mobile phones during non-
instructional times, offering flexibility, particularly in high
schools during lunch periods.

Schools were permitted to develop implementation plans that were appropriate
and feasible for their specific contexts. 

Goals and scope: Clearly defined objectives of the initiative, specifying
where, when, and to whom the policy applied at each school.
Rules and consequences: School-level guidelines for mobile phone use,
including any exceptions and consequences for violations.
Structures and logistics: A detailed implementation timeline, staff
training plans, and strategies for phone storage and emergency
communication.
Communication plan: Strategies for informing staff, students, and
parents about the policy, including sample messaging.
Resources and support needed: Identification of necessary resources,
support systems, and additional information required for effective
implementation.

 

The Away All Day initiative is a voluntary approach identified by MCPS designed to reduce student usage and access to PMDs throughout the school day, including
during lunch and breaks. The Away All Day initiative is part of the Stronger Connections Grant, which aims to create safer, healthier learning environments and
address bullying, violence, and hate to support both students and systemic change (Department of Education, 2023). The pilot phase for the 2024–2025 academic
year includes nine middle schools and one high school. Each school piloting this initiative has the flexibility to create and experiment with their own guidelines for
managing students' personal mobile devices, aiming to establish a mobile-phone free environment. This adaptable approach allows schools to customize their
local school guidelines to meet their specific needs while still aligning with the broader objectives of the Regulation COG-RA. Through this initiative, MCPS aims to
gain insights from the strategies employed by schools to inform future enhancements and adjustments to guidelines regarding PMD use during instructional hours.



On Ju ly  8 ,  2019 ,  Montgomery  County  Publ ic  Schools  (MCPS)  began implement ing  the  Innovat ive  School
Ca lendar  ( ISC)  a t  Arco la  and  Roscoe R .  N ix  (N ix)  e lementary  schools .  The  in i t ia t ive  extends  the  school  year
ca lendar  by  30  days  to  increase  s tudents '  exposure  to  academic  content  and  access  to  innovat ive ,
enr iched sc ience  and soc ia lemot iona l  learn ing  programs.

Background
Evaluation Scope

Purpose of  Evaluation Evaluation Questions

6

1.Examine the extent to staff, student, and families were  
following the  local school guidelines of the updated COG-RA
regulation. 

2.Collect feedback from a variety of stakeholders—teachers,
students, and families—about their views and experiences
with COG-RA. 

3.Examine the variety of strategies the ten schools
participating in the Away All Day initiative were using,
identifying common practices as well as unique approaches
used by some schools.

What were the perceptions and experiences of students with the
local school PMD guidelines? 

What were perceptions and experiences of instructional staff
with implementing  local school PMD guidelines?

To what extent was Regulation COG-RA being implemented
as intended?

Scope

The anticipated uses of the results of this program evaluation were to: 1) guide
potential revisions to Regulation COG-RA, and 2) promote the exchange of best
practices among schools and across the district (MCPS, 2024a).

What were the perceptions and experiences of families' with
the local school PMD guidelines?

How did implementation approaches and experiences vary across
the ten schools participating in the Away All Day initiative? To what
extent did students' perceptions and experiences vary between
schools participating in the Away All Day initiative and those not?

11

12

13

4

15

A mixed-methods approach was utilized, incorporating staff surveys and document reviews. The scope was on three main areas:

1.The level of awareness of school-level PMD guidelines among staff, students, and families.
2.The practices developed or adapted at the school level to support implementation at the school level.
3.The resulting changes in the school community.

Shared Accountability  March 2025



On Ju ly  8 ,  2019 ,  Montgomery  County  Publ ic  Schools  (MCPS)  began implement ing  the  Innovat ive  School
Ca lendar  ( ISC)  a t  Arco la  and  Roscoe R .  N ix  (N ix)  e lementary  schools .  The  in i t ia t ive  extends  the  school  year
ca lendar  by  30  days  to  increase  s tudents '  exposure  to  academic  content  and  access  to  innovat ive ,
enr iched sc ience  and soc ia lemot iona l  learn ing  programs.Background

Measures and Data Sources

Design

Stakeholder Surveys: Feedback about Regulation COG-RA was gathered
through surveys completed by instructional staff*, students, and
families. The surveys elicited information on:

Awareness and familiarity with the updated local school PMD
guidelines and COG-RA as a whole
School-level structures that promote policy consistency
Successful elements and challenges faced
Opinions on whether the school-level rules adequately address the
needs of instructional staff, students, and families
Common and distinctive strategies used by the ten schools involved
in the Away All Day initiative to create a  mobile phone-free
environment.

Note: *This category includes a wide variety of teaching roles across different subjects and grade
levels. Key job titles consist of elementary, middle, and high school teachers, as well as English
Language Development (ELD), art, physical education, prekindergarten, and special education
teachers; also included were team leaders and staff development positions.

Measures and Collection Methods

Methods
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Sample Survey Participants by Category 

In the ten schools implementing the Away All Day initiative, all instructional
staff, families, and students were invited to complete a survey.
For schools not participating in  the Away All Day initiative those invited to
take part in the survey were selected through stratified random sampling
process of staff, students, and families based on school level. Those
invited by category comprised:

20% of instructional staff
10% of middle and high school students
10% of parents/guardians

Group Target N
Invited

Responded Response
Rate

Instructional staff Away All Day (Pilot) All 607 276 45%

Non-Pilot 20% 2,187 759 35%

Families Away All Day (Pilot) All 8,041 1,402 17%

Non-Pilot 10% 8,241 923 11%

Students Away All Day (Pilot) All 9,126 1,000 11%

Non-Pilot 10%  7,192 1,015 14%

To address the evaluation questions for this study, surveys and document reviews were used to assess how clearly the regulations
were communicated, how school practices adapted to support implementation, and the immediate effects on the school community.



On Ju ly  8 ,  2019 ,  Montgomery  County  Publ ic  Schools  (MCPS)  began implement ing  the  Innovat ive  School
Ca lendar  ( ISC)  a t  Arco la  and  Roscoe R .  N ix  (N ix)  e lementary  schools .  The  in i t ia t ive  extends  the  school  year
ca lendar  by  30  days  to  increase  s tudents '  exposure  to  academic  content  and  access  to  innovat ive ,
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 Data Collection and Analyses  

Implementation Methods

Methods
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Data Col lect ion Methods   Data Analysis Procedures 

Descriptive summary statistics were used to analyze the closed-ended survey
questions, with analyses conducted at both the school level and for the Away
All Day pilot group. The grouping variables were school level and pilot status,
as COG-RA stipulations vary by school level, and pilot schools had explicit
plans to limit mobile phone use. While all schools were implementing COG-RA,
the pilot schools had specific plans for mobile phone restrictions. Since many
non-pilot schools on their own were also adopting similar practices, a direct
comparison between pilot and non-pilot schools was not conducted, as it
would not yield meaningful interpretation. Instead, the analysis separated pilot
schools from non-pilot schools to better understand the unique characteristics
of the approaches the pilot schools used and changes that followed.
 
Open-ended survey responses were analyzed and categorized by themes
having ten or more responses.

For Away All Day schools, document review findings were synthesized to
summarize planned implementation strategies, identify common practices
across schools, and highlight unique approaches adopted by specific schools,  
promising practices and challenges faced.

Data was collected from staff, students, and families through online surveys, with closed-ended responses analyzed using
descriptive statistics and open-ended responses categorized by themes. Document reviews monitored the implementation of the
Away All Day initiative, highlighting successes, challenges, and best practices across the ten pilot schools.

Stakeholder Surveys: Data was gathered from staff, students, and families
through online surveys, with each group receiving a minimum of four email
reminders to promote participation. Surveys were distributed to the staff
between November 22 to December 13 and the family survey between
November 22 to December 27, using Novisurvey, which is an internal survey
software tool. To support student participation, collaboration took place
with technology staff to distribute the student survey link from November 22
to December 17, 2024.

Document Review: A thorough review of documents related to
implementation of Regulation COG-RA (memos to schools) and the Away All
Day initiative (implementation plans and monthly updates) was performed.
This examination included specific implementation plans for pilot schools
and monthly updates from ten participating institutions. The review of
documents from pilot schools spanned from fall 2024 to February 2025.

Shared Accountability  March 2025
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Response Rate by Groups
Feedback, using surveys, was gathered from staff, students,
and families at elementary, middle, and high school levels and
by pilot school status.

Response by school level. Analyzing responses by school level,
including responses from pilot schools, 24% of the 1,035 staff
respondents were from elementary schools, 38% from middle
schools, and 38% from high schools. Student responses,
totaling 2,017, came exclusively from middle (45%) and high
schools (55%). Among the 2,428 family respondents, 15% were
from elementary schools, 25% from middle schools, and 60%
from high schools.

Response by pilot school status within level. Following the
pulling out of respondents from pilot schools as a separate
group and analyzing the data based on pilot school status with
the school level, the distribution of responses was as follows:

At the elementary level, all respondents were exclusively
from staff and families of non-pilot schools, as there were
no elementary pilot schools involved.
In middle schools, 55% of staff respondents were from non-
pilot schools, while 45% came from pilot schools. Among
students, 75% were from pilot schools, and 85% of family
responses were also from pilot schools.
At the high school level, where there was only one pilot
school, the majority of staff responses (85%) came from
non-pilot schools. Similarly, 82% of student responses
followed this trend, and family responses reflected the same
pattern, with 75% originating from non-pilot schools.

Findings
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Elementary Middle High school

Staff (1,035) Students (2,017) Families (2,428)
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

24%

38%

38%

45%

56%

15%

25%

60%

Overall Response Rate by Target Group by School Level 

Response Rate by Away All Day (Pilot) Schools Within School Level

Group
Elementary Middle High 

Pilot Non-Pilot Pilot Non-Pilot Pilot Non-Pilot
N % N % N % N % N % N %

Staff (1,035) 252 100 219 55.4 176 44.6 57 14.7 331 85.3
Students (2,017) 839 75.1 278 24.9 159 17.7 738 82.3
Families (2,428) 360 100 1201 84.5 220 15.5 152 25.3 448 74.7

No elementary schools in the pilots. 
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The instructional staff who responded to the survey
reported learning about their local school PMD guidelines
through a variety of sources. For most, staff meetings
were the primary method of receiving this information.
Nearly all (93%) of pilot school staff, 89% of middle school
staff, 86% of high school staff, and 59% of elementary
school staff indicated they learned about the guidelines
during staff meetings.

The principal was identified as the source of information
about local school PMD guidelines by 26% of elementary
school staff, 38% of middle school staff, 32% of high
school staff, and 45% of pilot school staff. Other school
personnel, such as grade-level or content teams, also
served as sources of information. Between 18% and 40%
of staff across school levels mentioned learning about the
guidelines through these colleagues, including 22% of
elementary, 40% of middle, 18% of high school, and 30% of
pilot school staff.

Less commonly reported sources of information included
school newsletters, with 11% to 24% of staff across
groups reporting them as a source. Fewer than 15% of
staff indicated they accessed the information via their
school’s website. Finally, a small group of staff (7%–15%)
reported being part of the team that developed their local
school PMD guidelines.

Findings
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Percentage of Instructional Staff Indicating Their Sources for Information 
About Local School PMD Guidelines

Note.  ES= Elementary School; MS= Middle School; HS= High School 

Sources of Information About PMD Guidelines

ES (N=252) MS (N=176) HS (N=331) Pilot (N=276)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Staff meeting(s)

Principal

Other school staff

School newsletter(s)

School website

Developed PMD guidelines

59.0%
85.8%

89.4%
93.0%

25.7%
38.1%

32.2%
45.0%

22.1%
40.3%

17.6%
30.0%

12.0%
18.2%

11.2%
24.0%

12.9%
15.3%

8.2%
13.0%

1.6%
14.8%

7.0%
12.0%
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The majority of students identified teachers as their primary source of information on local school PMD rules, with 80% of middle school, 88% of high
school, and 82% of pilot school students reporting them as their main source. The majority of middle school (58%), high school (50%), and pilot school
students (69%) also mentioned principals as a source, followed by school e-mails (26%–42%). For families, e-mails from school were the most commonly
reported method of receiving information, especially among families of middle and high school students (56%-59%). Back-to-School Night or Orientation
was another key source, cited by 18%–36% of families and 22%–32% of students. School newsletters were mentioned by 15%–28%, while fewer families
referenced school staff or the student handbook. Notably, 9%–21% of families selected "Other" and elaborated that they were either unaware of any local
school PMD guidelines, learned about PMD rules from their children, heard about them through public or media sources, or received information from
indirect sources such as flyers.

Sources of Information About Local School PMD Guidelines
Percentage of Students and Families Indicating How They Became Aware of Their Local School PMD Guidelines 

Students

Methods
Middle

(N=278)
High

(N=738)
Pilot

 (N=1,000)

E-Mail from schools 26.3 39.3 42.0

Back-to-School Night/Orientation 32.2 21.8 29.0

School newsletter 17.0 24.7 28.4

School website 26.3 24.0 26.7

Other school staff  (not class teacher) 34.4 29.6 37.6

Student Handbook 29.6 17.2 20.1

Principal 58.1 49.9 69.4

Teacher 80.0 88.2 82.0

 Friends 20.7 21.8 34.0

 Parents/guardians 25.9 16.1 29.2

Families

Methods
Elementary
  (N=360)

Middle
(N=220)

High
(N=448)

Pilot
(N=749)

Email  from school 39.2 58.6 56.3 69.7

Back-to-School Night/Orientation 18.4 35.8 32.0 35.9

School newsletter 14.5 18.6 15.9 27.7

School website 12.2 21.4 17.9 17.8

School staff (e.g., teacher,
principal,  other) 

13.1 14.0 12.6 13.8

Student Handbook 9.8 14.4 12.0 10.7

In-person meeting or event 5.0 11.2 5.1 11.3

Other (e.g., Don’t know, never
heard of them, didn’t know there
are school-level PMD rules)

21.1 9.8 11.5 9.3
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Respondents reported varying levels of familiarity with
their local school PMD guidelines. Among elementary
school staff, 24% reported being very familiar with the
guidelines, while 52% indicated they were somewhat
familiar, and 24% reported not being familiar at all.

At middle schools, 75% of staff reported being very
familiar, 22% were somewhat familiar, and only 3%
reported not being familiar at all.

For high school staff, 56% reported being very familiar,
37% were somewhat familiar, and only 7% reported not
being familiar at all.

At pilot schools, 77% of staff reported being very
familiar, 20% were somewhat familiar, and 3% reported
not being familiar at all.

Notably, 59% of staff mentioned learning about PMD
guidelines in staff meetings. Since elementary school
guidelines are more uniform with minimal allowances for
teacher discretion, it is likely that focusing on them was
not a priority at the elementary level. Additionally, “other”
comments from elementary staff pointed out that PMDs,
especially mobile phones were not an issue in early
grades, as their students were too young for them.

Findings
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Note.  ES= Elementary School; MS= Middle School; HS= High School 

Percentage of Staff Reporting Level of Familiarity with School Level
Guidelines by School Level and Away All Day (Pilot) Schools

Very Familiar Somewhat Familiar Not at All Familiar

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

ES (N=252)

MS (N=176)

HS (N=331)

Pilot (N=276)

24.0% 51.8% 24.2%

75.0% 22.2%

56.2% 36.9%

77.0% 20.0%

Very Familiar Somewhat Familiar Not at All

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

ES (N=360)

MS (N=220)

HS (N=448)

Pilot (N=749)

34.0% 62.0%

19.1% 66.4% 14.5%

25.2% 64.7% 10.0%

17.0% 67.0% 16.0%

Familiarity with PMD Guidelines

Percentage of Families Indicating Familiarity with School Level Guidelines by
School Level and Away All Day  (Pilot) Schools

3%

3%

4%

7%



The challenges reported by the majority of
teachers in implementing PTD, ranked in
order of the percentage of teachers reporting
them as moderate to significant, are as
follows:

1.Accommodating PTD modules, which are
not explicitly on the curriculum, on the
instructional calendar (68%).

2.Ensuring a collective understanding of
PTD goals across the school (61%).

3.Locating instructional resources for
enrichment (61%).

4.Observing and documenting student
learning behaviors simultaneously (60%).

5. Insufficient opportunities/resources for
enrichment in ELA in the curriculum
(57%).

6. Insufficient opportunities/resources for
enrichment in mathematics in the
curriculum (54%).

7. Inadequate opportunities to practice new
skills (51%).

Other challenges cites through open ended
comments included

29

My daughter communicates to
me her understanding of the

school rules.  She believes that
recently the rules have changed
and she's not allowed to use her

phone after school while on
school grounds.

Findings
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Families  reported ...

Familiarity with PMD Guidelines
Illustrative Comments about Sources of Information: Families 

Don’t know the rules no one
informed us before.

 My child helped me fill out
this survey.

I actually do not know the
rules but it is common sense
to leave personal devices out

of school because it is
personal and the idea of

school is to engage in
learning and community.

I don't know what the rules
are, but my son mentioned

that there are no smart
watches allowed.

I have heard, but we won’t
let  him take personal
devices to school in
elementary school.

Word of mouth from
outraged kids :).

Received an email from
PTA Board Members.

Son is allowed to use his
mobile phone per his IEP.

.

I saw the 'Away All Day' signs
posted in the school on Back to

School night

My child told me because he
got in trouble for having it in

the hallway.

Newspaper and other
parents and our child.

A total of 118 families provided comments on “Other”
ways they learned—or did not learn—about PMD guidelines
at their child’s school. Many reported unclear
communication or uncertainty about the rules. Their
responses were categorized into six key themes if
mentioned by at least 15 respondents .  

Unaware or lacked information: Several parents stated
they were unaware of the guidelines or had not
received any information. Some expressed frustration
over the lack of clear communication from the school,
while others were surprised to learn that such rules
existed.
Informed by child/student: Many families reported
learning about PMD guidelines through their children,
often after students received the information at school.
This highlights the role children played in relaying
policies to their parents, sometimes as the primary or
only source of information.
School communications: Some parents cited official
school channels, such as emails, newsletters, and PTA
meetings, as their source of information. 
Public/Media sources: Some families mentioned
learning about the guidelines through local news
reports, social media, or radio. This suggests that
external sources played a role in spreading awareness,
particularly for those who may not have received direct
communication from the school.
Other/indirect sources: Some families learned through
word of mouth, flyers, or casual conversations with other
parents. 

There is not a rule about
phones my child

messages me all the time.
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Devices

Elementary Middle High Pilot

Staff
(N=252)

Families
(N=360)

Staff
(N=176)

Students
(N=278)

Families
(N=220)

Staff
(N=331)

Students
(N=738)

Families
(N=448)

Staff
(N=276)

Students
(N=1,100)

Families
(N=749)

Mobile phone 59.2 8.8   98.9 79.6% 70.5% 99.1 97.1% 98.2% 78.2 80.4 66.2
Earbuds/Headphones 24.9 5.1 93.1 53.3% 18.6% 91.8 74.1% 51.2% 87.9 60.6 19.8
Smart watch 60.4 17.2 78.9 35.7% 27.3% 71.6 19.3% 13.0% 74.2 33.3 20.2
Personal laptop 0.8 0.3 4.6 4.5% 0.0% 64.7 18.4% 8.1% 25 10.3 1.8
Tablet/iPad 3.7 1.4 10.3 3.1% 0.0% 39.0 5.1% 0.0 21.8 5.4 1.2
E-reader 31.2 0.3 6/9 3.1% 13.6% 4.5 1.7% 0.4% 6.9 5.5 0.9
My child does not take any
PMD to School.

N/A 71.2   19.7 1.1 18.7
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Percentage of Staff, Students, and Families Reporting Types of PMDs Students Frequently Take to School by School Leve
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Across school levels, the most frequently reported personal mobile devices (PMDs) that students took to school were mobile phones, earbuds/headphones,
and smartwatches. Nearly all middle and high school staff (99%-100%) reported students frequently brought mobile phones, aligning with student (Middle:
80%, High: 97%) and family reports (Middle: 71%, High: 98%). In pilot schools, 78% of staff and 80% of students reported the same. At the elementary level,
59% of staff reported students bringing mobile phones, while only 9% of families did, with 71% of families stating their child did not bring any PMD. Earbuds
and headphones were reported frequently by 93% of middle school staff and 92% of high school staff, with similar student reports (Middle: 53%, High: 74%).
In pilot schools, 88% of staff, 61% of students, and 20% of families reported these devices. Smartwatches were frequently reported by staff (Elementary: 60%,
Middle: 79%, High: 72%), but student and family reports were lower (Middle: 27-36%, High: 13-19%). In pilot schools, 74% of staff, 33 of students, and 20% of
families reported students bringing smartwatches. Laptops were frequently reported by 65% of high school staff, but only 18% of students. In pilot schools,
25% of staff and 10% of students reported laptops. Tablets and e-readers were the least reported PMDs, with reports ranging from 0%-6% across groups. 

Devices Students Frequently Took to School

This option was not available on the survey. 

Types of Devices Students Frequently Take to School  

Percentage of Staff, Students, and Families Reporting Devices Students Frequently Took to School by School Level
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When asked about the settings where PMDs were
allowed per their local school PMD guidelines, staff
reported the following:

Elementary School (ES): PMDs were mostly allowed
before (37%) and after school (42%), with very limited
allowance during lunch (3%) or between classes (3%).
Nearly 39% of elementary staff reported that no PMDs
were allowed at all.

Middle School (MS): PMDs were allowed before (84%)
and after school (77%) and  on the bus (65%), with some
allowance during lunch (29%) and minimal use between
classes (5%). About 13% of middle school staff indicated
that no PMD use was allowed.

High School (HS): High school staff reported more
flexibility, with most allowing PMDs before (93%), after
school (89%), on the bus (83%) during lunch (96%), and
between classes (89%). Only 3% of high school staff
reported a total ban.

Pilot Schools: Staff at pilot schools reported that PMDs
were allowed before (82%), after school (80%), and on
the bus (57%), with limited use during lunch (24%) and
between classes (21%). About 17% of pilot school staff
reported a total ban on PMDs.

Findings
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Note.  ES= Elementary School; MS= Middle School; HS= High School 

Percentage of Staff Reporting Settings Where the Use of PMDs Was
Permitted by Level and Away All Day (Pilot) Schools

Settings Where Use of PMDs was Permitted

ES (N=252) MS (N=176) HS (N=331) Pilot (N=276)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Before school

Bus

With permission

Lunch

Between classes

After school

No PMDs allowed

36.9%
83.5%

92.7%
81.9%

18.9%
64.8%

83.3%
56.9%

2.5%
9.7%

61.8%
14.5%

2.5%
29.0%

95.5%
24.2%

1.6%
5.1%

89.4%
21.4%

42.2%
77.3%

89.4%
79.8%

38.9%
13.1%

2.7%
16.9%
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Setting/Level
Students Families 

Middle
  (N=278)

High
(N=738)

Pilot
 (N=1,000)

Elementary
  (N=360)

Middle
(N=220)

High
(N=448)

Pilot
(N=749)

Before the
school  day

85.1 93.3 91.0 21.4 63.9 67.3 67.8

On the bus 77.7 85.0 82.7 8.4 38.0 48.8 43.5

During lunch 12.4 96.5 75.2 3.2 18.5 69.4 17.5

In class (with
permission)

27.0 72.2 3.5 1.7 9.7 39.4 9.5

In between
classes

5.4 84.9 63.9 0.0 8.8 57.7 11.2

After school 93.1 91.4 91.6 29.2 69.4 64.0 71.4

Do not know 4.5 2.9 3.3 59.8 13.9 18.6 15.8

When asked about when PMD use was allowed, student and
family responses aligned with school guidelines and
Regulation COG-RA expectations for the respective school
levels.

Elementary School (ES): Families reported that PMD use was
allowed primarily before (21%) and after school (29%).
Additionally, about 60% of elementary families were unsure or
did not know when or where PMDs were allowed.

Middle School (MS): Most students reported that PMD use was
allowed before (85%) and after (93%) school, with family
reports aligning closely (before: 64%, after: 69%). A smaller
percentage of families 19%) reported lunchtime use, and nearly
14% were unsure or did not know the rules.

High School (HS): A large percentage students reported that
PMD use was allowed before (93%) and after school (91%),
with 97% indicating allowance during lunch. A majority also
reported that PMD use was allowed between classes (85%)
and with teacher permission in class (72%). Families reported
similar trends, with most noting that PMD use was allowed
before (67%), after (64%), and during lunch (69%), and almost
19% were unsure or did not know the guidelines.

Pilot Schools: The majority of students reported that PMD use
was allowed primarily before (91%) and after school (92%),
with some allowance during lunch (75%) and between classes
(64%). Families reported similar trends, with PMD use allowed
before (68%) and after school (64%), and nearly 16% unsure of
the guidelines.

Findings
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Percentage of Students and Families Reporting Settings Where the Use
of PMDs is Permitted by Level and Away All Day (Pilot) Schools

Settings Where Use of PMDs was Permitted
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Percentage of Staff Reporting Guidelines for Managing Mobile
Phones in Their Classrooms

Managing Use of Mobile Phones

Rules
ES

(N=252)
MS 

(N=176)
HS

(N=331)
Pilot 

(N=276)

Mobile  phone(s) are with students all day. 2.5 42.0 71.2 37.5

Mobile phone(s) are turned in/stored in a common
location in the classroom for the day.

10.2 10.8 26.1 9.8

Mobile phone(s) are stored in a locker. 25.0 50.6 3.0 35.6

Students are not allowed to bring mobile  phones to
school.

35.2 1.7 1.5 3.3

 Phones are stored at the start of each class. 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.5

Phones are placed in personal pouches that are
locked during the day.

0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0

Phones are deposited in lockers before the first
period and retrieved at dismissal.

0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0

Phones are collected at the start of the day and
returned at dismissal.

0.0 0.0 0.0 10.2

Other:  (e.g., reiterated students did not take phones
to school, that phones not allowed, and students are
too young.) 

35.2 23.9 15.8 12.4

Note.  ES= Elementary School; MS= Middle School; HS= High School 

After identifying where PMD use was allowed per their local
school guidelines, staff were also asked about the rules for
managing mobile phone use in classrooms and schools.

Elementary School (ES): About 35% of staff reported that
mobile phones were not to bring phones to school, while 25%
indicated phones were stored in lockers. Additionally, 10%
noted that phones were kept in a common area, and no staff
reported collecting phones at the start of the day.

Middle School (MS): Approximately 51% of staff stated that
phones were stored in lockers, while 42% reported that
students kept their phones with them all day. Around 11%
mentioned that phones were stored in a common area in the
classroom for the day.

High School (HS): The majority of staff (71%) reported that
students kept their phones all day, while only 22% indicated
that phones were stored in a common area.

Pilot Schools: In pilot schools, a variety of practices were
reported—about 36% of staff stated that phones were stored
in lockers, while 38% reported that students kept phones all
day. Additionally, 20% noted that phones were stored before
the first period and retrieved at dismissal. Other policies
included phones being turned off and stored in backpacks or
lockers, with designated storage like pouches or cubbies.



The challenges reported by the majority of
teachers in implementing PTD, ranked in
order of the percentage of teachers reporting
them as moderate to significant, are as
follows:

1.Accommodating PTD modules, which are
not explicitly on the curriculum, on the
instructional calendar (68%).

2.Ensuring a collective understanding of
PTD goals across the school (61%).

3.Locating instructional resources for
enrichment (61%).

4.Observing and documenting student
learning behaviors simultaneously (60%).

5. Insufficient opportunities/resources for
enrichment in ELA in the curriculum
(57%).

6. Insufficient opportunities/resources for
enrichment in mathematics in the
curriculum (54%).

7. Inadequate opportunities to practice new
skills (51%).

Other challenges cites through open ended
comments included

29

If a phone is out, I take it
and give it to the
administration.
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Rules for Managing Mobile Phones
Illustrative Comments From Staff

If students use their
phone for research or

other allowed activities,
it is fine.

We have a phone cubby;
students must place

phones there.

No phones are allowed in
class unless explicitly
stated for an activity.

Phones are placed in a
pouch at the front of the

room for the class
duration.

Phones are not
allowed to be used

during my class.

Students may use their
phones for educational

purposes with my
permission.

Students keep their
phones in backpacks;
they are not allowed
to use them during

class.

I ask students to put
their phones in their

bags and leave bags in
the front of the room.

Most of the time, phones
are required to be off and

in our bags. However,
some teachers are a bit
more lenient and let us

use them when necessary.

II try to get them to put
their phones in the wall

pocket holder. Otherwise,
they are supposed to be

off, away, and out of sight.

A total of 85 elementary, 71 middle, and 56 high school
instructional staff shared comments on their rules for
managing mobile phone use in classrooms. Their responses
were categorized into six key themes if mentioned by at least
10 respondents. Teachers elaborated on how they balanced
phone restrictions to reduce distractions with allowing
controlled, educational use. 

Phone Restrictions to Minimize Distractions.  Phones were
only allowed for educational purposes when directed by the
teacher, helping to maintain focus and deter non-
educational activities.
Phone Storage Practices. Teachers employed various
strategies for phone storage, including backpacks, lockers,
or designated areas such as pouches and cubbies. These
methods kept phones out of reach, reducing the temptation
for students to use them during class.
Enforcement Challenges. Teachers reported difficulties
enforcing phone policies, with students often sneaking
phones or ignoring rules. 
Consequences for Violating Phone Policies. Consequences
for violations followed a tiered approach. Minor infractions
led to verbal warnings, while repeated violations could
result in confiscation, tracking measures, or contacting
parents, depending on severity.
Educational Use of Phones. Some teachers allowed phone
use for educational purposes, such as research or
accessing learning materials, but only with prior approval
and supervision. Personal use was generally prohibited.
Differences by School Level.  Elementary teachers generally
did not allow phones at all, while middle and high school
teachers allowed phones for educational use under careful
supervision.

I do not have students
who bring a mobile phone

to school/classroom.

Middle
Elementary High 
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Rules for Use of “Other” PMDs 

Staff-ES (N=252) Staff-MS (N=176) Staff-HS (N=331) Staff-Pilot (N=276)

Unrestricted use Breaks/Lunch With Permission Do not know
0

10

20

30

40

50

4.6 7.6

18.8

7.7 3.3

19.2

39.2

14.0
9.5

16.3

43.2

21.0

46.5

30.8

15.8

25.1

Percentage of Staff Reporting Rules for Use of Other PMDs in Their Classrooms

Note.  ES= Elementary School; MS= Middle School; HS= High School 

To evaluate how local school PMD guidelines addressed
mobile phones and other PMDs, staff members were
surveyed about their management of “Other” PMDs, not
mobile phones.  Responses varied across different school
levels:

Elementary School (ES): Nearly half (47%) of the staff were
unsure of the rules, while 10% reported use with permission,
5% allowed unrestricted use, and 3% allowed use during
breaks or lunch. 
Middle School: Approximately 16% of staff reported allowing
use with permission, 19% during breaks or lunch, and 8%
unrestricted use, while around a third (31%) were unsure. 
High School. Close to half (43%) of staff indicated they
allowed use with permission, 39% during breaks or lunch, and
19% unrestricted use, with about 16% unsure. 
Pilot Schools: About 21% of staff in pilot schools reported
allowing use with permission, 14% during breaks or lunch, and
8% unrestricted use, with 25% unsure of the guidelines at
their schools.

Student reports. At the middle school level, about 10% of
students reported having unrestricted use of "Other" PMDs,
17% could use them during breaks or lunch, 32% could use
PMDs with permission, and 29% were unsure. In high school,
around 15% of students reported unrestricted use, 49% could
use PMDs during breaks or lunch, 45% needed permission,
and 16% were unsure. Within pilot schools, students reported  
unrestricted use (14%) , allowed during breaks or lunch (21%)
with permission (32%), and and close to half were unsure of
the rules (48%).

Student-MS (N=278) Student-HS (N=738) Student-Pilot (N=1,000)

Unrestricted use Breaks/Lunch With Permission Do not know
0

10

20

30

40

50

9.7
14.8 14.0 16.5

49.0

20.5

32.4

45.1

31.5 28.7

16.1

48.2

Percentage of Students Reporting Rules for Use of Other PMDs in  School
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Note.  ES=Elementary School; MS=Middle School; HS=High  School ;  item not on respective survey. 

Percentage of Students and Families Reporting How Students Use PMDs
in School Level and Away All Day (Pilot) Schools

 How Students Use PMDs in School

Students’ Uses 
of PMDs in school

Students Families

MS
  (N=278)

HS
(N=738)

Pilot
 (N=1,000)

ES
(N=360)

MS 
(N=220)

HS
(N=448)

Pilot
(N=749)

Communicate with family. 58.8 86.9 67.3 23.8 72.8 82.2 62.7
Communicate with friends. 33.1 81.1 40.2 2.2 31.5 66.5 28.6
For  educational purposes only
(e.g., complete assignments,
research submit assignments)

32.0 67.3 37.9 7.6 9.9 35.1 11.3

Browse social media. 14.7 50.4 17.2
Play  games. 17.6 44.6 18.8
 Communicate with teams (e.g.,
sports, drama,  other). 14.7 44.0 20.2

Has  permission to use PMDS 
to assist with  learning needs
(e.g., calendar alerts, taking
notes).

6.6 10.0 9.1 1.9 1.9 6.5 3.0

Permitted  accomodation for
healh reasons. 6.9 9.1 7.7 1.9 3.8 5.2 2.3

No PMD in school. 26.8 3.2 21.5
Don’t know/Not sure. 0 0 0 44.8 15.5 7 13.8
Other (e.g., checking time, they
are not allowed to,  schoolwork
related communication).

19.4 4.7 19.5 47.8 23.7 7.8 22.8

This option was not available on staff and student surveys. 

Asked how they use PMDs in schools, the majority of middle
school (59%) and high school (87%) students, along with
67% of pilot school students, reported using personal mobile
devices (PMDs) to communicate with family. About a third
of middle school (33%), 81% of high school, and 40% of pilot
school students reported using PMDs to communicate with
friends.

Reports of using PMDs for educational purposes were
higher among high school students (67%) compared to
about one-third of middle school (32%) and pilot school
(38%) students. Very few middle school (15–18%) and pilot
school students (17–19%) reported using PMDs for
browsing social media or playing games, while 50% of high
school students reported browsing social media and 45%
using them for playing games.

The reports from families reflected similar trends. About
73% of middle school and 82% of high school families,
compared to 63% of pilot school families, said their children
used PMDs to stay in touch with family. Additionally, 32% of
middle school, 67% of high school, and 29% of pilot school
families reported their children used PMDs to connect with
friends. Only 35% of high school families and fewer than
15% of elementary, middle, or pilot school families said their
children used PMDs for educational purposes. Through
open-ended comments under the “Other” category,  families
and students, including those in pilot schools, explained that
students either do not bring PMDs to school, are prohibited
from using them, or  students do not have a mobile phone.
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Theme  Explanation 

Access to  Restricted
Websites & Limited Access to
Resources on School Devices

Students face challenges in  accessing educational tools, research platforms, or
websites like YouTube that are blocked or unavailable on school-issued devices, which
are necessary  for assignments.  Students mentioned connectivity issues, slow loading
speeds, or restrictions on certain programs, making it difficult for students to
complete classroom tasks.

Limited Tool Functionality &
SchhoIssued Device
Performance

School devices often lack the  functionality, speed, or compatibility needed to run
specific software, apps,  calculators, or websites that are essential for coursework.

Assignment Submission &
Personal Devices for Content
Creation

Students use their personal  phones to submit assignments requiring photos or videos
(e.g., homework,  labs, artwork, or class projects) when school devices don't support
such  submissions. This is often due to limitations in the devices provided by the
school, particularly around camera quality or software access.

Communication,
Collaboration, and
Organizational Tools

PMDs are essential for communication with family, teachers, and peers, and for
managing tasks like schedules, reminders, and collaboration.

Phones as a Backup for
Classroom Tasks &
Educational Tools

Personal phones are used as backups when school-issued Chromebooks malfunction
or lack the necessary functionality for tasks such as using a calculator, taking photos,
or accessing educational sites.

Research and Learning
Opportunities

Personal phones are often used for accessing learning websites, apps, and
instructional videos that are difficult or blocked on school devices, providing students
with better research and learning opportunities.

Increase Focus, Productivity,
and  Flexibility

Students use phones/with headphones for focus (e.g., listening to music), time
management (e.g., setting reminders), and  QR codes.  QR codes appear frequently in
these responses, with students highlighting their use for various schoolrelated tasks.
QR codes are used for attendance, surveys, accessing educational materials, and
quickly linking to resources that would otherwise be inaccessible on a Chromebook.
The ability to scan QR with a personal device is crucial for completing tasks on time.

When asked how they use PMDs to support their
schoolwork, 62% of high school and 42% of middle school
reported that there were learning activities or projects they
could not complete using the devices provided by MCPS.
As a follow up, 350 high school and 450 middle school
students provided open-ended comments. Their feedback
highlighted the importance of PMDs for completing
assignments and staying organized, emphasizing the
limitations of school-issued devices and how PMDs help
overcome these barriers. Key findings included:

1.Access to educational resources: Many essential
websites, including research platforms and
instructional videos, are blocked on school-issued
devices, preventing students from gathering necessary
information for assignments.

2.Functionality limitations in school devices: Specialized
apps and tools required for subjects such as
marketing, music, algebra, and engineering are
unavailable or inefficient on Chromebooks, limiting
students' ability to perform essential tasks.

3.Challenges in submitting assignments: Students
frequently need to capture and submit multimedia
content, yet school devices lack the required quality
and ease of use, making PMDs a necessary alternative.

4.Organizational and communication benefits: PMDs
support task management, quick access to
information, and efficient communication between
students, teachers, and parents.
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In my marketing class, we
sometimes use our phones

for social media related
assignments.
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Why Students Use Their PMDs in School
Illustrative Comments From Students

The school computers do
not have a high enough

resolution screen to take
good photos, so

submitting it through my
phone is the best way.

I use my phone as a
metronome and/or a

tuner for band.

 It also allows me to get
emails for school email which

is useful when scheduling
interview for CSPAN and

FCONN because I am then
contacting people outside of

MCPS.

My teachers often don't
explain things well so I'll
watch YouTube videos

on my phone that
explain it in a way I

understand.

Participating in
Kahoot, finding

information to use on
research projects.

Many websites are
blocked that I need to use

for sources in AP
seminar/English classes. 

Lots of tools groups at my
school use, including SGA, are
blocked on MCPS devices. For
example, students cannot use
GroupMe to send messages or
directly text on Chromebooks.

If I need to use YouTube
for an assignment, I have
to use my phone since it

is blocked on the
computer, even after
filling out the Google

form.

For example filming in a
media class or access to
videos and youtube for
educational purposes.

My science teacher asks us
to upload pictures of our
notes to Canvas. It’s a lot

easier to do that on a
phone than a Chromebook.

One class where I have to
use my phone is in

photography, which my
teacher allows us to use

our phone.

In Algebra 2 we
sometimes use phones

as calculators.

EX. During english, we had
a project where we a phone

was used to find if songs
would be schools

appropriate or not, and to
save time.

It’s easier to manage and
faster than the school

Chromebook, as there are so
many flaws in school

Chromebooks and the system
is so outdated.

If there is a QR code to
scan for a form or

something of that sort,
you can take your phone

out to scan it.

I can use the calculator
app on my phone and
learning apps just like

how we use them on our
chromebooks like ixl.

I use my personal devices
to make a list of my

assignments and their due
dates.

I use my phone because the
school laptop can’t handle the

CAD program we need for
engineering—it crashes every

five minutes

It helps me send myself
reminders to turn things in

or do homework.

 Homework and finishing
class work, or reviewing
class notes and slides.

For the yearbook, we need
to have access to taking

photos, and it is much
harder to download from a
camera to upload photos

than a phone.

College applications and
job.

In emergencies where no
one at school can help me,

I'll contact my family.

Middle High
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Percentage of Staff, Students, and Families Reporting Consequences for First Violation 

TThe majority of staff across all school levels reported that the most common potential consequence for a first violation of PMD use rules was a verbal
warning. This was noted by 65% of elementary school staff, 89% of middle school staff, and 92% of high school staff. Similarly, about 85% of staff in pilot
schools also reported verbal warnings. Temporary storage of the device was cited by 15–28% of staff, and taking the device away for a day was reported
by 4–23%. Additionally, 17–25% of staff indicated that notifying parents was a possible consequence. Among students, the most commonly reported
potential consequence was also a verbal warning, with 88% of middle and high school students selecting this option. About 43% of middle school students
mentioned the possibility of having their device taken away for a day. Families, in contrast, most often reported verbal warnings (27–57%) as the likely
consequence, while 9–17% mentioned the possibility of parent notification. Some staff (4–36%), students (13–20%), and families (41–67%) indicated they
did not know or were unsure about the potential consequences for a first violation.

Consequences: First Violation

Percentage Reporting Consequences for First-Time PMD Rule Violations by School Level and Away All Day (Pilot) Schools

Consequence
Staff Students Families

ES
(N=137)

MS
(N=176)

HS
(N=331)

Pilot
(N=276)

MS
  (N=278)

HS
(N=738)

Pilot
 (N=1,000)

ES
(N=360)

MS
(N=220)

HS
(N=448)

Pilot
(N=749)

Verbal warning and reminder of the policy. 65.2 88.8 92.4 84.7 87.7 87.9 83.0 26.7 56.9 49.9 47.9

Temporary storage of the phone for the class period. 22.4 28.4 15.3 21.8 10.6 21.1 15.0 18.5

Device taken away for a day. 11.9 16.0 4.2 23.0 42.5 11.7 36.2 7.1 14.4 4.2 15.2

Notification sent to a parent/guardian-alerting them of the occurence. 24.8 17.2 13.9 16.5 19.0 8.6 21.0 17.0 14.8 8.6 13.9

Parent/guardian must pick up the device that was taken away.  7.1 4.1 2.4 1.9 10.4 5.2 13.7 4.8 5.7 1.0 5.3

Written Warning (Informing them of the occurrence and the potential
consequences that may follow any further incidents

11.9 4.1 4.5 6.9 28.0 17.9 26.6 6.4 8.1 5.7 6.0

Device taken away for a longer period (e.g., for multiple days). 1.4 1.2 0.3 0.0 3.7 5.2 5.8 1.6 2.4 0.5 1.7

Meeting scheduled with a parent/guardian to discuss behavior. 3.8 3.0 1.4 0.4 5.2 3.8 6.7 5.1 4.3 1.5 2.6

Additional consequences (E.g., detention or loss of privileges). 1.4 3.0 1.0 0 7.5 6.1 11.1 1.9 2.9 0.2 2.1

Do not know 36.2 4.1 7.3 2.3 12.7 20.3 17.5 67.2 40.7 47.7 43.5

Note.  ES=Elementary School; MS=Middle School; HS=High School  N/A not applicable, item not on survey.
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Percentage of Staff, Students, and Families Reporting Consequences for Repeated Violations of Schools PMD Rules

Consequences: Repeated Violations
Percentage Reporting Consequences for Repeated Violations by School Level and All-Day Away (Pilot) Schools

Note.  ES=Elementary School; MS=Middle School; HS=High  School.

Consequence
Staff Students Families

ES
(N=137)

MS
(N=176)

HS
 (N=331)

Pilot 
(N=276)

MS
  (N=278)

HS
(N=738)

Pilot
 (N=1,000)

ES
(N=360)

MS 
(N=220)

HS
(N=448)

Pilot
(N=749)

Notification sent to a parent/guardian-alerting them of the occurence. 50.0 77.6 63.1 80.5 77.3 74.0 73.1 11.7 40.0 33.5 34.7

Parent/guardian must pick up the device that was taken away.  46.8 66.1 19 64.8 73.1 54.0 66.3 19 33.0 21.0 33.4

Device taken away for a day. 39.5 77.6 28.4 66 56.9 58.1 59 63.4 42.2 30.1 35.4

Meeting scheduled with a parent/guardian to discuss behavior. 42.6 49.7 33 58.2 74.2 64.4 72.4 21.5 32.4 23.3 28.2

Temporary storage of the phone for the class period. 31.1 57 46.1 45.7 29.6 26.5 27.0 33.5

Additional consequences (e.g., detention or loss of privileges). 23.2 37.6 23.9 50 75.0 58.7 69.2 15.4 25.9 18.2 23.3

Device taken away for a longer period (e.g., for multiple days). 24.7 27.3 14.1 32.4 54.6 41.6 48.2 13.8 24.9 16.2 18.1

Written warning (Informing them of the occurrence and the potential
consequences that may follow any further incidents.

20 21.8 18.3 28.5 38.1 45.5 36.6 12.6 22.2 16.2 20.7

Verbal warning and reminder of the policy. 17.9 21.8 41.8 18 15.0 29.3 16.2 2.8 8.1 8.2 4.9

Do not know 32.1 3.6 14.7 5.5 10.0 22.4 15.3 67.2 43.2 52.3 44.7

Staff, students, and families were asked to select potential consequences for repeated violations of school PMD rules. Staff, students, and families were
surveyed to identify potential consequences for repeated violations of school PMD rules. The most frequently reported consequence was notifying a parent or
guardian, selected by 50% of elementary school (ES) staff, 78% of middle school (MS) staff, 63% of high school (HS) staff, and 81% of pilot school staff. This
option was also reported by 77% of MS students, 74% of HS students,  and 73% of pilot school students. Another common consequence was requiring parents
or guardians to retrieve the device, reported by 72% of MS staff and 64% of pilot school staff, with 71% of MS students and 53% of HS students selecting this
option. Confiscating the device for a day was reported by 40% of ES staff, 71% of MS staff, and 62% of pilot school staff. Meetings with parents were reported
by 74% of MS students and 64% of HS students. Additionally, 32% of ES staff and 67% of families expressed uncertainty about the consequences, primarily
because PMDs are not permitted at the elementary level.

N/A not applicable, item not on student survey
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Staff Families

Inconsistent  & Ineffective Enforcement:   There  are no
school-wide consequences, leading to teacher frustration.
Some administrators do not support enforcement, leaving
teachers to handle it alone. Enforcement varies by teacher
and grade level. Some teachers stop enforcing due to lack
of support or explicit instructions not to take phones.  

Unclear and Inconsistent Policy Enforcement:
Many parents are unclear about the school's
phone policy. Discipline varies across teachers,
with some enforcing strict rules while others
allow phone use. Some parents feel that teachers
react emotionally to phone-related issues.
  

Lack of Administrative Follow Through: The 
administration is inconsistent, ineffective, or absent in
enforcing rules.  Referrals often result in little to no action.
Security or admin confiscation  is rare or ineffective.
  

Lack of Consequences & Consistency: Teachers
and administrators do not consistently enforce
rules. Some students repeatedly violate policies
without real consequences, and parents are
unclear on what happens when rules are broken. 

Student  Non-compliance & Workarounds:   Many 
students refuse to surrender their phones, knowing there
are no real  consequences. Some use phones as a power
move or test of authority. Physical collection methods
(pouches, lockers) have mixed results—students find ways 
around them.
  

Mixed Parental  Perspectives:   Some parents
defend student phone use for focus or
emergencies. A few have tried to include phone 
access in IEPs/504 plans. Others strongly
support strict enforcement,  including phone
confiscation or a full ban.
  

Concerns  About Learning Disruptions: Teachers worry
about the impact of PMDs on focus  and classroom
behavior.
  

Concerns  About Learning & Behavior:   Parents 
worry about distraction, social issues, and brain
development. Some suggest education on
responsible phone use rather than just
punishment.
  

 Comments about Consequences

25

After indicating consequences for violating PMD
rules, 140 staff and 124 families provided open-
ended comments. These responses highlighted
concerns about enforcement, consistency, and
policy effectiveness, with each theme noted by at
least 15 respondents.

In elementary schools, many parents and staff
mentioned that students did not own phones or
bring them to school; therefore, consequences did
not apply to them.

In middle and high schools, inconsistent
enforcement was a recurring theme, with some
teachers strictly upholding rules while others
overlooked violations. Families expressed
uncertainty about consequences, with some
assuming stricter enforcement than what occurred
and others feeling that repeated violations were
ignored.

Additionally, families shared differing views on
enforcement and the role of mobile devices in learning
and behavior. While some supported a phone ban,
others felt that education on responsible use would be
more effective. Concerns about distraction and social
isolation were common, with some noting that it was
the parents who introduced devices to children early.
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Percentage of Staff Reporting Moderate to Severe Challenges Faced 

Note.  ES= Elementary School; MS= Middle School; HS= High School 

Challenges Reinforcing PMD Rules
The instructional staff were provided with a list of potential
challenges and asked to indicate all that applied, specifying if
each was a moderate or severe challenge. Staff reported the
following a challenges in reinforcing school-level PMD guidelines:

Student non-compliance was the most frequently cited
challenge, with 83%% of high school staff and 21–56% of
staff at other levels identifying it as a moderate or severe
challenge.
Managing distractions during instruction was considered a
moderate or severe challenge by 81% of high school staff,
while 15–47% of staff at other levels, Talso reported it as
such.
Power struggles over PMD use were noted as a moderate or
severe challenge by 70% of high school staff, with 16–49% at
other levels also experiencing this issue.
Parents texting students during school hours was reported
as a moderate or severe challenge by 63% of high school
staff and 23–55% of staff at other levels.
Other devices (e.g., laptops, iPads) as distractions were seen
as a moderate or severe challenge by 54% of high school
staff and 18–44% at other levels.
Limited applications and resources on school-issued devices
were less frequently cited, with only 28% of high school staff
and 13–24% at other levels identifying this as a moderate or
severe challenge.
Monitoring PMD use during outdoor activities was
considered a moderate or severe challenge by 31% of middle
school staff and 17–28% of staff at other levels.

Challenge/Situation
ES

(N=252)
MS

(N=176)
HS

N=(331)
Pilot

(N=276)

Student not following the PMDs rules. 20.8 55.6 83.4 49.2

Managing distractions PMDs during
instruction.

15.1 47.1 81.2 40.6

Power struggles between students &
teachers over inappropriate use of PMDs in
class

15.6 49.1 69.9 41.2

Parents texting their children during school
hours.

23.1 55.0 62.9 46.8

Other devices (e.g., laptops. iPads, etc.)  are
a source of distraction when phones are not
present.

18.1 44.3 53.9 44.2

School-issued devices limited in applications
they prefer to use for school work.

12.6 16.9 28.1 23.5

Monitoring use of (PMDs) during outdoor
activities.

16.9 30.8 23.6 28.0

Shared Accountability  March 2025
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Additional Challenges Reported: Staff
Alongside the challenges listed in the survey, 95 staff members
provided comments that shed light on additional concerns. The
recurring themes mentioned by at least 10 respondents include:

Inconsistent enforcement and support challenge: The uneven
application of PMD policies leads to confusion and hampers
compliance, as some teachers strictly uphold the rules while
others do not.
Limited administrative support: Many teachers feel that the
responsibility of enforcement rests solely on them, with
insufficient backing from administration.
Student behavior and classroom disruptions: Small yet
persistent group of students (approximately 10%) regularly
challenges PMD rules, causing disruptions. Some staff
members hesitate to confront these issues due to a lack of
support.
Parent involvement and texting: Frequent, non-urgent texts
from parents disrupt student concentration.
School-issued technology as a distraction: Chromebooks and
other school devices are often misused for entertainment
purposes, with inadequate monitoring following the removal of
GoGuardian.
Staff technology use: Some teachers use their phones during
class, which undermines enforcement and sets a negative
example.
Equity and accessibility concerns: PMDs are a necessity for
some students: For certain students, PMDs are crucial or
meeting accessibility needs, such as managing anxiety,
addressing medical conditions, or utilizing translation tools,
complicating strict enforcement.

Challenges Explanation

Inconsistent
Enforcement

Variability in how staff enforce PMD policies leads to student confusion and
resistance. Some teachers strictly enforce rules, while others do not, reducing
overall effectiveness.

Insufficient
Administrative
Support

Many staff feel that  administrators do not provide strong enough support for
enforcing PMD policies, leaving enforcement entirely to teachers without
consistent consequences.

Student Defiance &
Power Struggles

A small but persistent group of students (about 10%) regularly challenge PMD
rules, leading to daily disruptions and repeated conflicts. Some staff avoid
confrontations due to a lack of support.

Parent Involvement &
Texting

Some parents frequently text their children during class, often for non-urgent
reasons, making it difficult to maintain student focus.

School-Issued
Technology as a
Distraction

Chromebooks and other school devices pose their own challenges, with
students using them to play games,  access entertainment, or bypass
restrictions. The removal of GoGuardian has  exacerbated monitoring
difficulties.

Teacher Technology
Use

Some staff use their own phones during instruction, undermining enforcement
efforts and setting a poor example for students.

PMDs as a Necessity
for Some Students

Certain students rely on PMDs  for accessibility reasons, such as managing
anxiety, medical needs, or  translation tools, making strict enforcement
complicated.
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Up to teachers to
enforce...rarely do they

take away.

13

Staff  reported ...

Additional Challenges: Staff
Illustrative Comments of Additional Challenges  

I am not the phone police
and will not take phones

from students if there
are no consequences or

backup from
administration.

I had a parent continually
texting a student about a
NONurgent matter, even

the student was
exasperated.

Students are so dependent
on their phones that they

can get violent or threaten
violence.

There is no conversation
about technology use at

my school. Not sure
about the challenges.

Most of my issues are with
disagreements with my

students (or parents) over use
of watches after parents have

texted them during the day.

It becomes a challenge
when there is no

consistency within the
building, and several

students need reminders
daily.

Again, it is the 10% that are
defiant. If I do not address it,
other students see there are
no consequences, and then

phone usage increases.

Administrative support is
not strong enough at
best, absent at worst.

Students face no
consequences for using

their phones in hallways or
cafeterias. Parents do not
fully support our policies..

There has been an unclear
amount of support from

administration in what the
followup policy is once

classroom measures have
been exhausted.

Administrative support is
not strong enough at
best, absent at worst.

Students calling parents
during school hours.

Phones ringing/alarms
going off during class
causing disruptions.

Lightspeed is useless.
Gaming, cheating with

shared Google Docs, etc.,
is rampant.

Another challenge is that
some teachers use their

phones during instruction,
even while sitting at tables

with students. This sets a bad
example.

There are teachers in our
buildings who are always

on their phones. Rules
need to be applied to staff

as well.

I do not have the amount of
time it would require for me

to actually enforce my
school’s policy with every
student, and nagging them

individually about cell
phones isn’t how I want to

spend my time.

It becomes a challenge
when there is no

consistency within the
building and when several

students are being
reminded multiple times in

a class period.

Many students rely on their
PMDs for accessibility—music

to limit distractions, apps to
track blood sugar, etc. We

need options that limit
distractions but don’t
stigmatize these kids.

Translation options for EML
students are more extensive

on phones, especially for
students who do not speak

Spanish. Many school
devices lack support for

their languages.

There has been an unclear
amount of support from

administration in what the
followup policy is once

classroom measures have
been exhausted.

Chromebooks are a huge
logistical problem for

teachers  students either
don't have them, they are

broken, need charging, lost
chargers, not enough class

CBs to give out.

Power struggles are one of
the main reasons the policy

is difficult to enforce, as
there is no formal

intervention/consequence
as per the school policy.

Some students with IEP or
504 plans have PMD use

written into their plans for
destressing or

antidepression measures.

Shared Accountability  March 2025
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Perceptions of  Adequacy of PMD Guidelines 
Overview of School Guidelines 

Group Reporting N Too Relaxed
Just
Right

Too
Restrictive

Do not
Know

Staff

Elementary 252 11.5 53.6 0.4 34.5

Middle 176 36.9 53.4 1.1 8.5

High 331 68.6 21.8 0.9 8.8

Away All Day Schools (Pilot) 276 21.5 53.7 8.9 13.9

Students
Middle 278 6.1 30.9 48.2 14.7
High 738 6.6 57.3 24.5 11.5
Away All Day Schools (Pilot)     1,000 5.4 22.9 59.4 12.3

Families
Elementary 360 13.3 23.9 9.7 54.1
Middle 220 20.6 51.4 10.9 16.4
High 448 35.2 41.0 6.5 15.2
Away All Day Schools (Pilot) 1,365 21.4 53.7 8.9 13.9

Percentage  Staff, Students, and Families Reporting Perception
of Their school-level PMD Guidelines 

Overall, perceptions of school-level PMD guidelines varied across
groups, with the greatest divergence found in high schools.
Nearly two-thirds of high school staff felt the rules were too
relaxed, while most students and nearly half of families found
them just right. In contrast, pilot schools' staff, students, and
families exhibited the most alignment, with most respondents
agreeing that the rules were just right.

Staff Perceptions: In elementary schools, most staff (54%) felt
the rules were just right, with nearly a third (35%) unsure and 12%
finding them too relaxed. In middle schools, 53% of staff felt the
rules were just right, while 37% considered them too relaxed. In
high schools, nearly two-thirds (69%) believed the rules were too
relaxed, while 22% found them just right. In pilot schools, 54% of
staff reported the rules just right, while 22% felt they were too
relaxed.

Student Perceptions: In middle schools, close to one half  (48%)
felt the rules were too restrictive, while 31% found them just right.
In high schools, majority (57%) considered the rules just right,
while 25% found them too restrictive. Similarly, in pilot schools,
the majority of students (59%) perceived the rules as too
restrictive, with 23% saying they were just right.

Family Perceptions: In elementary schools, over half of families
(54%) reported not knowing about the rules, while 24% thought
they were just right and 13% found them too relaxed. In middle
schools, most families (51%) found the rules just right, with 21%
thinking they were too relaxed. In high schools, 41% of families
considered the rules just right, while 35% felt they were too
relaxed. In pilot schools, most families (54%) thought the rules
were just right, while 21% found them too relaxed.



Component Specified
Schools*

A B C D E F G H I

Objectives

Reduce mobile distractions ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Reduce social media impact ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Ensure focused learning ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Encourage social interaction ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Reduce cyberbullying ✓ ✓ ✓

Improve mental health ✓ ✓ ✓

Promote physical activity ✓

Rules

No phone use during school hours ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Phones stored in lockers or  pouches ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Exceptions only for medical  needs ✓ ✓ ✓

Consequences

Confiscation for violations ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Parent retrieval for repeat offenses ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Progressive discipline measures ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Timeline Implemented at start of school year. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Staff Training
Pre-service staff training ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Ongoing support and  reinforcement ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Infrastructure &
Logistics

Use of lockers, pouches, or storage ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Emergency contact through school  office ✓ ✓ ✓

Communication

Weekly updates to parents/students ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Advance communication before rollout ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Visible signage and reminders at school ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Resources
Digital check-in systems for phones ✓ ✓ ✓

Yondr pouches for phone storage ✓ ✓

Findings
The document reviews showed that the Away All Day
implementation plans shared the following common
components:

Goals and Scope: The implementation plans aimed to reduce
mobile distractions, ensure focused learning, and foster social
interaction. Schools focused on reducing the impact of social
media, preventing cyberbullying, and promoting mental health
and physical activity. Each school tailored goals to its context,
defining where, when, and to whom the policy would apply. 
Rules and Consequences: Plans outlined rules to store phones
in lockers or pouches, with exceptions for medical needs in
some cases. Consequences for violations included
confiscation and parent retrieval for repeat offenses, with
some schools implementing progressive discipline measures
to maintain a phone-free environment.
Structures and Logistics: Schools planned to introduce the
policy at the start of the year, with staff training and ongoing
support. Phones would be stored in lockers or pouches, and
emergency contact procedures would be handled through the
school office, ensuring smooth implementation of the phone-
free environment.
Multi-channel Communication Plans: Schools communicated
the policy in advance and followed up with weekly updates to
students and families. Visible signage and reminders
reinforced the mobile-phone-free environment, ensuring
everyone was aligned with the new expectations.
Resources and Support Needed/Planned For: Some plans
identified resources like digital check-in systems and Yondr
pouches for phone storage to support a phone-free
environment, ensuring effective management and a smooth
transition.

Pilot School: Shared Approaches

30* Please note that schools have been assigned letters.
Shared Accountability- March 2025
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School Practices Unique to School

A
 Structured Consequences: A clear, tiered system with administrative involvement
for repeat offenders.   
Locker System: Phones must be stored in designated lockers.   
Emergency Communication: Uses Remind for urgent updates.

B  Student Engagement Focus: Highlights the role of phone-free environments in
fostering academic discussions and engagement.

C  Mental Health Emphasis: Reducing phone use to minimize stress and social pressures.

D
 Pilot Program: Targeted at 6th–9th graders, with potential expansion.   
Equity Focus: Ensures fairness in phone access for residential and day students. 
  Holistic Objectives: Emphasizes mental health, reducing cyberbullying, and
promoting physical activity.

E  Yondr Pouches: Phones are locked in pouches during school hours as part of the
"Bell to Bell No Cell" policy.

F  Student Input: Uses student focus groups to refine policy effectiveness.

G

 Early Implementation & Communication: "Away All Day" began on the first day of
school,  with pre-launch communication to staff, students, and parents.   
No Cell Phone Pledge: Students signed a pledge during the first week of school for
the school year to reinforce commitment.   
Students can check phones into the main office or counseling office.

31

Pilot Schools: Unique Approaches 
Even with common objectives and many shared practices, the  
school-specific implementation plans reflected a variety of
approaches unique to each school’s needs and priorities. 

School A: Uses a tiered consequence structure with an
emphasis on locker storage and emergency updates via
Remind.
School B: Focuses strongly on promoting academic
discourse and engagement as primary benefits of phone-
free learning.
School C: Emphasizes mental health benefits by reducing
phone-related stress and social pressures.
School D: Piloting a program for grades 6–9 with an
emphasis on equity for residential and day students and a
holistic focus on mental health and cyberbullying.
School E: Uses Yondr pouches as part of its "Bell to Bell No
Cell" initiative to secure phones during school hours.
School F: Engages students in policy development through
student focus groups to assess the impact of the plan.
School G: Implemented the Away All Day" policy from the
first day of school, requiring a No Cell Phone Pledge from
students and providing an additional phone check-in option
in the main office or counseling office.

These individual school plans reflect  a variety of of strategies,
balancing enforcement with student well-being and
engagement.
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Specified Activities 
Middle

(N=219)
High

(N=57)

Including  weekly reminders in school communication about
the policy and managing screen  time.

45.0 60.0

Classroom discussions about the benefits of being phone-
free.

43.6 36.4

I do not know. 28.0 23.6

Fun team-building games during lunch and breaks. 16.6 9.1

Encouraging reading clubs or book swaps during breaks. 15.2 3.6

Workshops on managing distractions and focusing on
learning.

11.4 7.3

Showing  high-interest videos and have games during lunch. 6.2 3.6

Hosting technology-free days or events to build community. 4.7 1.8

Guest speakers discussing the impact of social media on
mental health.

2.8 9.1

Activities Reported for Away All Day Schools Implemented in 2024–2025 by Level 
Given their restrictive phone use expectations, staff
from Pilot schools were asked about activities in place
during the 2024–2025 school year. The most common
activities reported by staff in both middle (N = 219)
and high schools (N = 57) were weekly reminders
about the policy (45% and 60%, respectively) and
classroom discussions on the benefits of being phone-
free (44% and 36%).

Less commonly reported activities included fun team-
building games (17% and 9%), reading clubs or book
swaps (15% and 4%), and workshops on managing
distractions (11% and 7%). Fewer staff reported
hosting technology-free events, showing videos or
games at lunch, or inviting guest speakers.

Additionally, some staff noted they were unaware of
which activities were in place (28% for middle school
and 24% for high school).

Shared Accountability- March 2025
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Positive Changes Reported by Staff
Pilot Schools: Changes Observed 

A total of 167 teachers provided at least one comment
about changes they had observed in the pilot schools,
following the mobile phone-free environment guide line.
Teachers reported several positive changes following the
implementation of the mobile phone-free Away All Day
initiative. Students have shown increased focus and
engagement, with many paying more attention in class and
performing better academically.

With phones out of sight, they are more attentive to lessons,
leading to improved test scores and higher assignment
completion rates. Additionally, students are engaging in
better social interactions, spending more time talking with
peers during breaks instead of being on their phones.

At the classroom level, teachers have observed improved
discipline, as phone-related disruptions have decreased.
Students are more focused, and overall behavior in the
classroom has improved. On a broader school level, there
has been a reduction in inappropriate phone use, such as
taking unauthorized photos or videos, helping to create a
more respectful environment. Some students are also
becoming more responsible with their phones, following
policies more consistently by keeping devices in their
lockers as required.

Level of Change Positive Change Examples

Students
Increased Focus and
Engagement

Some students are now able to focus more on
lessons because their phones are out of sight.

Students Better Social Interaction
Students are talking to each other more and
engaging socially during breaks, especially
with less time spent on phones.

Students
Improved Test Scores
and Work Completion

Some students report improved test scores
and more assignments being turned in on
time, as they are more focused without phone
distractions.

Teachers
Improved Classroom
Discipline

Disruption in class due to phone-related
distractions. There is an overall improvement
in student behavior in the classroom.

School
Reduction in
Inappropriate Use  of
Phones

Fewer students are using phones to take
inappropriate photos or videos of other
students, which helps reduce conflicts and
maintains a better school environment.

School
Students More
Responsible with
Phones

Some students are respecting the phone
policies more and keeping their phones in
lockers as required.
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Challenges Reported by Pilot School Staff

 Pilot Schools: Implementation Challenges

Even with the reports of many positive changes,  staff
raised also conveyed many noteworthy concerns. Teachers
elaborated on these difficulties, highlighting shifts in
student behavior, classroom dynamics, and technology use.
The positive changes were not evident among all students
to the same extent.

Some noted that some students have experienced
decreased interpersonal interactions, particularly during
breaks and lunch, as they struggle to connect without their
phones. Many also reported observing increased stress and
frustration, feeling anxious and upset about the restrictions.
Additionally, some continue to sneak phones into class,
citing limited communication about the purpose of the
cellphone-free policy.

For some teachers, enforcing the policy has led to more
conflict with students, as some openly resist or react
negatively when their phones are confiscated. This has
contributed to growing teacher frustration, with stricter
enforcement straining teacher-student relationships. At the
school level, some reported that some students are now
misusing other technology, such as Chromebooks, to
access entertainment instead of focusing on lessons.

Level Challenge Examples

Students
Decreased
Socialization

Some teachers reported that some students were becoming
more isolated and less social due to the lack of phone access,
especially during breaks and lunch.

Students Increased Stress and
Frustration

Teachers reported that some students expressed frustration
with the phone rules, feeling more anxious and upset about the
restrictions. Some of their students shared about feeling
disconnected and more stressed without their devices.

Students Difficulty in Following
the Rules

Teachers reported that many students still sneaked phones
into class and found ways to break the rules, a situation
exacerbated by a lack of clear communication about why the
rules were in place.

Teachers
Teacher-Student
Conflict

Teachers faced increased resistance from students who
disapproved of the phone policy. Some students became more
rebellious or combative when their phones were confiscated.

Teachers Increased Teacher
Frustration

Teachers conveyed that they grew more frustrated with phone
violations and often became stricter in enforcing the rules. The
lack of leniency made teacher-student relationships more
tense.

School
Misuse of Technology
for  Distractions

Some teachers noticed that students found new ways to use
Chromebooks or other devices to avoid classwork, such as
searching for entertainment instead of focusing on lessons.

Shared Accountability- March 2025
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Monthly updates from principals reported d positive
outcomes from the pilot  schools as well as some
challenges faced.

What Is Working:
Increased student focus and reduced distractions
reported by principals.
Teachers noted students adapted well due to
clear expectations and parental support.
Mobile phone pouches effectively managed  
phone use.
Staff adjustments improved implementation, with
ongoing parental involvement being crucial.

Challenges:
Principals faced enforcement issues, with some
students bypassing restrictions or damaging
pouches, increasing staff workload.
Teachers were frustrated by time spent tracking
violations, and inconsistent enforcement led to
confusion.
Families often expressed concerns about  
communication protocols  in the vent of
emergencies.

Principals highlighted the need for clearer
communication and additional resources for
consistent enforcement and long-term success.

What Is Working

Implementation

Increased focus and engagement.

Policy  is helping reduce
distractions.

Positive  impact on instructional
time.

Decrease  in drama and
disruptions related to mobile
phones.

Student
Behavior

Students adjusting to new
routines.

Parental  support for
consequences.

Staff Support

Teachers adapting to new
processes.

Availability  of pouches to address
immediate needs.

Policy
Enforcement

Introduction of cell phone
pouches.

Adjustments made based on staff
feedback.

Resources
Needed

Support from parents in enforcing
the policy.

Availability of extra pouches when
needed.

Challenges

Implementation

Some students unwilling to comply
fully.

Students' ability to bypass
restrictions remains an issue.

Administrative time spent managing
violations.

Teachers frustrated with  tracking
procedures.

Student
Behavior

Students finding ways to bypass
pouches.

Concerns about emergencies and
reaching students.

Staff Support

Staff needing reminders to  reinforce
expectations.

Administrative burden in  handling
mobile phone incidents.

Enforcement consistency varies
across staff members.

Policy
Enforcement

Some students damaging or
bypassing pouches.

Need for financial support to improve
enforcement tools.

Reported by Pilot School Principals: Successes and Challenges
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Change/Positive Impact Challenges

Increased Focus in
Class

Many students reported
being  more attentive and
engaged in lessons without
the distraction of their 
phones.

Students  Still
Use Phones

Secretly

Many students mentioned that
phone use has not stopped but
has become more covert.

Fewer Disruptions
and Fights

Some students observed a 
decrease in fights and
conflicts, as phones were
previously used to escalate
  disputes.

Increased
Student

Frustration and
Boredom

Many students expressed 
frustration with the policy, citing
boredom and lack of
engagement.

Improved  Academic
Performance

Some students mentioned
improved test scores and
better comprehension.

Stricter
Enforcement &

Teacher-Student
Tensions

Stricter policies have led to more
confrontations between students
and teachers.

More  Social
Interaction

Without phones, some
students  are engaging more
with their peers in person.

Barriers  to
Emergency

Communication

Some students worry about not 
being able to contact their
families in emergencies.

Less  Distraction in
Hallways and Lunch

Some students noted that 
hallways and lunch areas are
less chaotic.

Grades  and
Motivation Have

Declined

Some students believe that 
removing phone access has
negatively impacted academic
performance and  motivation.
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Positive Developments and Challenges Noted by Students

Pilot Schools: Student Feedback

Out of 1,000 students who responded, 800 provided at
least one comment on the mobile device restrictions, with
many reporting no noticeable differences. Among those
who shared feedback, some students highlighted positive
changes from the pilot, including improved focus in class,
fewer distractions, and more face-to-face interactions
during breaks. They noted that reduced phone use helped
them stay engaged in lessons and complete more work.

However, many students also expressed frustration and
concerns. Some reported they isolated or anxious,
especially when they were unable to contact family during
emergencies. Others reported seeing an increase in rule
breaking behavior, with students sneaking phone use and
facing disciplinary consequences. Additionally, some
students felt that the strict enforcement of the policies
created tension between them and teachers, with some
perceiving the rules as too rigid. Overall, while some
students saw benefits, others highlighted the negative
impact on their daily lives, particularly in terms of
communication and relationships.
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A lot less kids in the
hallway looking down and

crowding over phones.

Students reported ...

Changes Observed by Students: Pilot Schools
Illustrative Comments of Changes Observed and Reported by Students  

Students have started
paying attention in class
and have become more

social and friendly.

No change.Barely... the
kids in our school are

just more pissed off at
the teachers and some of

them don't even turn
their phones in so there's

not point in this rule.

There are less students
getting in trouble, and more

people paying attention
where they are going in

hallways.

Students pay more
attention to the lessons
and get work turned in

on time.

Some kids pay more attention
since they are not on their

phones.

"Student paying more
attention to instruction

allowing them to
perform better,

A lot of people are actually
communicating with words at

lunch and not devices.

"Students are not getting
into as many fights."

Students face no
consequences for using

their phones in hallways or
cafeterias. Parents do not
fully support our policies..

Students have socialized a
lot more.

Scores for tests have
gone up, people have
been more focused." 

"Students are still using,
just more covertly."
"Students are more
sneaky with their

phones."

"Students are more sneaky with
their phones."

Students tend to be more sneaky
with their devices, which means

its just going to make the
students worse without them

knowing.

School seems more boring
and less fun. Boring lunch,

sadness, general depression
in will to live.

Students are more
focused, but are also more

unhappy.

Students are more worried,
there could be a shooting at

any time and because of
phone regulations, they're

scared they won't be able to
communicate with family.

"People's grades got
worse." "Unmotivation to

learn."

A lot more kids get in trouble
even if they aren't using their
phones because if teachers
see it they can notify your

parents immediately.

A lot of times our school
doesn't have enough money
so there are missing ceiling
tiles in the ceiling  and no

paper to use but they focus
on "issues" like this.

A lot of kids are coming up
with ways to hide it.

Chromebooks are also not
allowed in lunch anymore,

and there are posters in
hallways that tell students
to put away their phones or

personal mobile devices.

A lot of students now just
walk around the school

during class and sometimes
disrespect the teachers

since they have nothing to
focus on.

A lot of kids are sad and
worried when they turn

their phone in or get
caught with it.

Positive Transformations Unanticipated Outcomes
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Change

MS HS Pilot

Decrease No Change Increased Decrease No Change Increased Decrease No Change Increased

Student engagement during class activities. 14.2 22.2 63.6 24.0 28.1 47.9 18.2 37.5 44.2

Level of completion of planned instructional activities. 12.1 31.8 56.1 21.9 37.1 41.0 16.5 45.5 38.1

Incidents related to unpermitted use of PMDs in class. 47.8 20.8 31.4 30.1 34.3 35.6 28.8 42.7 28.5

Students rates of completing of learning tasks/class work. 15.7 34.0 50.3 26.2 33.7 40.1 18.8 45.3 35.9

Student use of PMDs (when permitted) exclusively for
learning.

34.0 50.0 16.0 16.3 59.6 24.1 16.8 65.1 18.2

Student face-to-face interactions in lunchrooms (or
playgrounds).

15.3 42.0 42.7 21.8 63.1 15.1 14.9 63.2 21.9

Students using PMDS responsibly in school. 29.1 34.8 36.1 27.4 42.6 30.0 22.2 51.6 26.2

Reports of incidents of cyberbullying among students. 22.7 53.2 24.0 11.8 69.1 19.1 13.4 67.3 19.4
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Percentage of Staff Indicating the Degree of Change in Student Engagement

The expectations following the implementation of local school PMD guidelines and especially mobile phone restrictions were that student engagement,
completion of tasks, and in-person interactions would increase, while unpermitted use of mobile phones and cyberbullying would decrease. Staff
reports confirmed these trends across different school levels. Increases were reported in student engagement during class activities, with middle
school staff (64%) and pilot school staff (44%) noting improvements. Task completion was also reported as increased, especially by middle school
staff (56%) and pilot school staff (38%), while face-to-face interactions grew, particularly as reported by pilot school staff (63%). On the other hand,
staff reported decreases in unpermitted use of mobile phones by 48% of middle school staff and 29% of pilot school staff. Reports of cyberbullying
also dropped, especially as reported by pilot school staff (67%). Overall, the findings suggest that mobile phone restrictions led to positive shifts in
student behavior, academic performance, and social interactions as reported by staff.

Change in Classrooms and Students 
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Percentage of Staff, Students, and Families Indicating Support or Strong Support for a Ban on Mobile Phones During the
School Day or in All Classes

Support for Mobile Phone Restrictions

School-level

Staff Students Families

ES MS HS MS HS ES MS HS

 Ban on Mobile Phones During School Day
Elementary  students 92.2 98.1 95.6 75.5 74.5 83.1 87.8 80.1

Middle school students 83.6 94.0 92.6 32.4 31.2 77.3 75.5 63.2

High school students 73.4 84.1 75.4 24.8 9.8 69.5 65.4 43.2

Ban on Mobile Phones in All Classes
Elementary school students 95.4 100.0 97.6 86.7 88.2 86.3 92.0 89.3

Middle school students 89.7 98.2 97.6 58.3 68.8 85.0 87.8 83.0

High school students 84.9 93.0 92.1 49.3 41.7 84.7 85.5 75.0

Given the growing trend of banning mobile phones in schools, a survey item asked staff, students, and families for their opinions on such bans. Findings
showed overwhelming support for restrictions during school hours, particularly from staff and families. In elementary schools, 92-98% of staff and 83-88% of
families supported a ban, with a majority of middle and high school students also in favor, though at lower rates. In middle schools, 98% of staff, 88% of
families, and 92% of students would support a ban during the school day. Support for banning phones in all classes for middle school was high, with 95-100%
of staff and 87% of families in favor, and 86-92% of students. High schools, however, showed mixed results; 73-84% of staff and 65% of families favored a ban,
during the school day but only 43% of high school students did. This highlights a growing tension between student autonomy and the views of staff and
families. The survey also noted that only 24% of middle school students and 10% of high school students supported a ban for high school students during
school hours. Still, a substantial majority of staff (85-93%) and families (75-86%) would support a complete ban on phones in all classes for high school
students, in stark contrast to just 42% of  high students and 49% of middle school students who would. 



Background
Conclusions

Summary

Communication
and Awareness

Instructional staff reported that they primarily learned about local PMD guidelines through staff meetings (59% elementary, 85% middle,
89% high, 93% pilot schools).  For students, teachers were the main source of PMD information (82% middle, 87% high, 82% pilot) and
principals (66% middle, 55% high, 69% pilot), followed by school emails. Families reported they received PMD-related information
primarily through school emails, Back-to-School Night, and newsletters.
Familiarity with local school PMD guidelines varied by school level. Among staff, 75% in middle schools, 77% in pilot schools, and 56% in
high schools reported they were very familiar, compared to only 24% at the elementary level, where 52% reported they were somewhat
familiar. Among families, 65%-67% of those in middle, high, and pilot schools reported they were somewhat familiar, while 62% of
elementary families reported they were not familiar at all with their school's PMD guidelines.
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Summary of Key Findings

The local school PMD guidelines aligned with COG-RA expectations for the respective school levels. Elementary staff primarily
permitted use before (37%) and after school (42%), with minimal use during lunch (3%) or between classes (2%). Middle school staff
allowed PMDs before (81%) and after school (78%), with some use during lunch (15%). High school staff were the most flexible, allowing
use before (93%) and after school (89%), during lunch (95%), and between classes (89%).
Across school levels, the most frequently reported personal mobile devices (PMDs) brought to school were mobile phones,
earbuds/headphones, and smartwatches.
Specific rules for managing use of mobile phone use varied by school level. About one-third of elementary staff reported that phones
were not allowed in classrooms. Middle school staff primarily required phones to be stored in lockers or kept by students. High school
staff generally allowed students to keep phones all day. Pilot schools reported a mix of these practices.
Guidelines for the use of PMDs other than mobile phones were generally unclear. Approximately one-fifth of staff and students, along
with a majority of families, reported uncertainty regarding the rules for devices other than mobile phones.
Most staff, students, and families were aware of consequences for PMD violations. Consequences for violations followed a tiered
approach. A verbal warning was the most common response for a first incident. For repeated violations, more than two-thirds of staff,
students, and families identified parent or guardian notification as the most common consequence. Device retrieval by parents was also
frequently reported, particularly in middle and pilot schools. Uncertainty about consequences remained high among elementary staff
(32%) and families (67%).
Limitations of school-issued devices led students to rely on PMDs. Blocked websites, lack of specialized apps, and inadequate
multimedia tools were key concerns. Students also cited PMDs as essential for organization and communication, enhancing academic
success and efficiency.

Structural
Changes
Observed
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Summary of Key Findings

Overall, the implementation of local school PMD guidelines led to notable improvements, including clearer expectations for PMD use and increased
student engagement, task completion, and in-person interactions. Among staff, 64% in middle schools and 44% in pilot schools reported higher
student engagement. Additionally, 48% of middle school staff and 29% of pilot school staff observed a decrease in unpermitted mobile phone use,
while 67% of pilot school staff reported a reduction in reported incidents of cyberbullying. 
Perceptions of local school PMD guidelines varied widely by school level and group responding, especially in high schools, where nearly two-thirds
(69%) of staff felt the rules were too relaxed, while most students (57%) and nearly half of families (41%) found them just right. On the other hand,
pilot schools showed more alignment among staff, students, and families, with the majority across all groups agreeing that the rules were just
right. 
A majority of staff, families, and students supported a mobile phone ban during the school day for elementary students, with 92-98% of staff, 83-
88% of families, and 75% of middle and high school students in favor. Support for a ban in all classes was even stronger, with 95-100% of staff, 86-
99% of families, and 87% of middle and 88% of high school students strongly supporting the restriction. In middle schools, 98% of staff, 88% of
families, and 92% of students supported a school-day ban, while only 31-32% of middle and high school students agreed. A full ban in all classes
was similarly supported by 95-100% of staff, 87% of families, and 86-92% of students. For high school students, 73-84% of staff and 75% of middle
and 65% of high school families supported a school-day ban, though only 24% of middle and 10% of high school students did. A full ban in all
classes for high school students was supported by 85-93% of staff, 75-86% of families, and 49% of middle and 42% of high school students.

Challenges
Faced

Perceptions
and

Experiences
with Local

School PMDs

Instructional staff reported many challenges in enforcing PMD guidelines, with student non-compliance being the most pressing issue.
Among high school staff, 83% cited non-compliance as a moderate or severe challenge, compared to 20-55% at other levels. Other major
challenges included distractions during instruction (81% of high school staff vs. 15-47% at other levels), power struggles over PMD use (69%
vs. 16-49%), and parents texting students during school hours (63% vs. 22-55%).
In open-ended comments, staff highlighted inconsistent rule enforcement, limited administrative support, and ongoing student behavior
challenges. Additional concerns included parent communication with students during school hours, distractions from school-issued
technology, and the need to accommodate students who rely on PMDs for learning.
Families held mixed views on mobile device policies—some supported a ban, while others insisted on education on responsible use which
were challenging as the schools worked to institute their guidelines. However, among families there was widespread concern about the
consistency and effectiveness of enforcement of PMD rules, particularly in middle and high schools, where rules were applied
inconsistently.
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Summary of Key Findings-Pilot Schools
A review of the content of implementation plans submitted by pilot schools showed evidence of well-defined and structured strategies for the Away
All Day initiative. Common promising practices among the 10 schools included shared objectives to minimize mobile distractions and enhance
social interaction. Common elements of the plans included clear phone usage restrictions, graduated consequences, attention to the logistics
related to implementation,  staff training, and multi-channel communication strategies.

Clear Objectives for Ways To Minimize Distractions: Almost all schools prioritize reducing distractions from mobile phone to enhance
academic focus and promote social interactions, which is central to their objectives.
Prohibition of Phone Use During Instruction: Most schools have established policies that restrict phone use during instructional periods,
typically requiring phones to be stored in lockers, pouches, or designated classroom bins.
Consequences for Policy Violations: Many schools have outlined similar repercussions for violations, such as confiscation of phones,
notification of parents, and progressively severe actions for repeated offenses (e.g., parent meetings).
Staff Training Initiatives: Nearly all schools have conducted staff training to ensure consistent enforcement of the mobile policy.
Emergency Communication Protocols: Several schools have indicated that students can use office phones for emergencies or to contact
parents if needed, particularly when phones are stored away.

In addition to the components common to most schools, some have implemented unique strategies tailored to their specific contexts. For example,
one school is also focusing on equity and mental health, another has enforced a strict "No Cell Phone Pledge," and a third promotes academic
discourse without the use of phones. Notable approaches also include using Yondr pouches to secure phones, involving students in policy creation,
and addressing phone-related stress for mental health benefits. Each plan balances enforcement with a commitment to student well-being and
engagement.

Common
Approaches:
Pilot Schools

Perceptions
and

Experiences:
An Overview

of Pilot
Schools

Overall, the Away All Day initiative is creating a more respectful environment with reduced phone-related disruptions and greater student
responsibility regarding phone use.
Teachers, though,  expressed concerns about the negative impact of a mobile phone-free setting, noting issues like decreased student
socialization, increased stress, and conflict during enforcement. Additionally, some students are misusing other technologies for entertainment,
further complicating classroom dynamics. Monthly updates from principals indicated they had observed positive outcomes in pilot schools,
including improved student focus and effective management of mobile phone use, though challenges remain with enforcement and
communication. Principals also emphasized the need for clearer guidelines and additional resources to ensure consistent implementation and
address concerns from families.
Many students reported positive changes from mobile device restrictions, such as improved focus, reduced distractions, and enhanced face-to-
face interactions. Conversely, some students expressed frustration over feelings of isolation, increased rule-breaking behavior, and tensions with
teachers due to the perceived rigidity of the rules.
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Discussion
Implications

Charged with communicating their local school guidelines to their communities, schools employed a variety of approaches. While staff
meetings, teacher-led discussions, and emails to families were common, school websites—designated for posting the guidelines—were seldom
referenced. This suggests that direct communication with staff, students, and families was used more frequently. At some elementary schools,
staff and families, as well as some middle and high school staff, reported limited awareness of the rules governing PMD use beyond mobile
phones, and inconsistencies in enforcement were noted. Overall, the implementation of local school PMD guidelines and associated mobile
phone restrictions has clarified expectations for PMD use in schools and contributed to increased student engagement, improved task
completion, and more in-person interactions, while reducing unauthorized mobile phone use and cyberbullying. Staff observed that these
guidelines positively influenced student behavior and academic performance. However, despite these benefits, teachers expressed concerns
about shifts in student behavior and classroom dynamics, such as decreased socialization, increased stress, resistance to rule enforcement,
and misuse of school-issued devices as distractions. 

Pilot schools reported progress in creating a structured, mobile-phone-free environment through comprehensive, clearly articulated plans
communicated frequently via multiple channels. Despite challenges, teachers and school leaders in these schools observed reduced
distractions and greater student engagement, although some students voiced frustration over being without their devices. Collectively, these
experiences highlight the importance of better preparing students for a PMD-free environment.

The findings of this study align with existing research. Campbell et al. (2024) emphasized the need for context-specific PMD guidelines, as
universal approaches are often ineffective. Grigic Magnusson et al. (2023) reported that smartphone bans can create tension between students
and teachers, complicating enforcement. Gath et al. (2024) found that while students often resist outright bans, they tend to be more receptive
to regulations focused on safety and learning—underscoring the value of involving students, staff, and families in developing guidelines. Other
researchers noted that stricter regulations frequently lack student support, with many expressing negative feelings about mobile-free days,
which are associated with nomophobia and separation anxiety (Konok et al., 2016, 2017). Students also face practical challenges, such as
difficulty telling time when only analog clocks are available in PMD-restricted classrooms or completing assignments when school devices
malfunction. Additionally, a National Parents Union survey (2024) indicated that more than 75% of parents support their children having phones
at school for emergencies and family coordination.

Thorough planning for implementing PMD guidelines at the staff, student, and family levels is essential to ensure clarity, consistency, and strong
support. Ultimately, the goal is to establish PMD guidelines that balance the educational and safety benefits of these devices with the need to
minimize distractions and address mental health concerns.

Implications
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1

Verify
 the Alignment of

Local School PMD
Guidelines with

COG-RA

District Level 

Check the Alignment of Local School PMD Guidelines with COG-RA and Local Needs.At the district level, provide guidance on
how to align the Regulation COG-RA with local school needs, ensuring flexibility in adapting PMD guidelines based on factors
such as mental health concerns, academic goals, and technology infrastructure. As Campbell et al. (2024) argue, a one-size-fits-
all approach is ineffective. Allowing local adaptation enhances the relevance and effectiveness of PMD guidelines, helping
schools address the complexities of PMD use in their unique environments. o support this, a comprehensive Implementation
Guidelines document should outline the non-negotiables for all local school PMD policies, ensuring consistency and clarity in
implementation.

Upgrade School-Issued Devices and Expand Access to Essential Educational Tools.  Over half middle and high school students
who completed the surveys reported being unable to complete school-related tasks efficiently due to restricted access to
essential websites and platforms, such as research tools, educational videos, and collaboration apps. Further, over half
indicated that their school-issued devices lack the capacity to support critical academic tasks, leading them to rely on PMDs. To
address this, there is a need to  upgrade school-issued devices to ensure they meet students’ academic needs. Conducting a
feasibility study to assess necessary upgrades and improvements would help determine the most effective path forward.
Alternatively, if upgrading devices is not immediately feasible, the district should allow controlled access to essential research
platforms, instructional videos, and specialized applications on PMDs. This approach would create a more equitable learning
environment by ensuring all students, regardless of the device they use, have access to the technology required to meet
academic standards.

Clarify Emergency Protocols. Define clear emergency protocols given the restrictions of PMD use during the school day,
ensuring that staff, students, and families understand how communication will occur during crises. Magnusson et al. (2023)
note that concerns over emergency communication often hinder the enforcement of stricter PMD guidelines. By establishing
clear emergency communication procedures, districts can alleviate these concerns and maintain both safety and consistent
adherence to PMD policies during emergencies.

These recommendations are drawn from the findings in this report and related research on PMD use in schools. They are designed to increase the
effectiveness of local school PMD guidelines by promoting greater consistency in enforcement and more effectively integrating student needs and well-being
into the guideline.
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2

Strengthen PMD
Guidelines Through

Targeted
Communication and

Consistent
Enforcement.

School-Level

Develop and enforce local school PMD guidelines outlining teacher discretion, consistent consequences for violations, and clear emergency communication protocols.

1. Implement Multi-Channel Targeted Communication Strategies. Utilize a multi-channel communication approach to keep all
stakeholders—teachers, students, and families—updated on PMD guidelines and any changes. A targeted communication strategy
should be created to inform relevant parties about school-specific PMD guidelines. Ensure that communication channels are regular
and accessible to reduce misunderstandings and encourage consistent compliance (Grigic Magnusson et al., 2023). Evidence from
pilot schools shows that clear communication through various channels at regular intervals minimizes misunderstandings and
ensures alignment among all stakeholders.

2.Establish Clear and Consistent PMD Guidelines with Strong Enforcement and Support. After defining clear, consistent consequences
for PMD guideline violations, it is vital to follow through and enforce these policies uniformly. Establish consistent enforcement
policies with clear, uniform consequences for PMD violations across all classrooms. Provide necessary administrative support to
ensure consistent adherence, alleviate teachers' burdens, and avoid inconsistencies that frustrate students and staff. Additionally,
provide guidelines on the guidelines' flexibility for permitted exceptions (e.g., students with IEPs, ELD classes). Research indicates
that clear guidance and ongoing support can improve compliance, as inconsistent enforcement creates varying expectations across
classrooms. Involvement from school leaders is crucial for clarifying expectations and fostering a supportive learning environment.
Framing guidelines as flexible can also increase buy-in and reduce resistance.

3.Maintain Teacher Discretion on PMD Use. Consistent implementation of local school PMD guidelines among all staff and in all
classes would clearly minimize distractions and enhance student engagement. However, as outlined in Regulation COG-RA, teachers'
professional judgment remains essential. It is impossible to anticipate and plan for every situation that arises, and therefore, teachers'
discretion should be respected and upheld. To prevent situational discretion from being perceived as inconsistency, a shared
understanding of the scope of teacher discretion would prevent confusion that could undermine the optimal use of PMD guidelines.
To start with, defining specific parameters for academic use ensures clarity, particularly in areas not fully supported by school-issued
devices, such as photography, calculators, translation tools, AP courses, and ELD classes.

4.Clarify Emergency Communication Protocols. Clearly defining and communicating emergency protocols, including procedures for
contacting students and outlining staff responsibilities, is essential. Examples from one pilot school emphasize the importance of
establishing guidelines for managing communication with families during emergencies when PMDs are restricted. Well-defined
emergency procedures, as demonstrated in this pilot school, will alleviate safety concerns and ensure that staff, students, and
families know how to proceed during a crisis.
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5

CONTINUE IMPLEMENTATION

While schools are required to align PMD guidelines to Regulation COG-RA, they also have the freedom to
customize their local school PMD guidelines to suit their specific circumstances. This adaptability is
essential, as a as a one-size-fits-all approach would not cater to the various needs of staff and students at
each school level. Indeed, Campbell et al. (2024) highlight that rigid regulations can miss local issues that
schools aim to tackle. Under Regulation COG-RA, school leaders can develop guidelines that are either more
stringent or more lenient, depending on their specific circumstances. Notably, even in the absence of a set
approach at the district level, schools participating in the Away All Day initiative have demonstrated
promising practices to minimize phone-related distractions, which are a significant concern for staff,
families, and health professionals. Additionally, research by Gath et al. (2024) indicates that terms like "ban"
can trigger pushback from students, as they connote inflexible rules.
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Banneker Middle School

Eastern Middle School

Gaithersburg Middle School

Lakelands Park Middle School

Pyle Middle School

Odessa Shannon Middle School

Silver Creek Middle School

Takoma Park Middle School

High/Special Schools

Rockville  High School

RICA  School
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2024-2025 Away All Day (Pilot) Schools
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